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and non-communicability are the true test of knowledge, and
intuitive experience has this test of assurance and certainty, and
therefore is a species of knowledge/'1 It is not also instinct, though
instinct has the directness and unity of intuitive knowledge, for
intuition is conscious like the intellect.3
Yet intellect and intuition are not separate and discontinuous.
"There is no break of continuity between intuition and intellect.
In moving from intellect to intuition, we are not moving in the
direction of unreason, but are getting into the deepest rationality
of which human nature is capable." ''Intuitive knowledge is not
non-rational; it is only non-conceptual. It is rational intuition in
which immediacy and mediacy are comprehended/*3 In short,
intuition is the basis and is presupposed by the intellect. "As it is
the response of the whole man to reality, it involves the activity
of reason also. The truths of intuition are led up to by the under-
standing and can be translated into the language of the under-
standing, though they are clearly intelligible only to those who
already in some measure have immediate apprehension of them.
Intuition is not independent but emphatically dependent upon
thought and is immanent in the very nature of our thinking/J4
"The proof of the validity of our intuitive knowledge is somewhat
similar to Kant's proof of a priori elements. We cannot think
them away. Their opposites are inconceivable. We cannot dis-
believe them and remain intellectual. They belong to the very
structure of our mind/'5
Just as intellect and intuition are not different, but one is the
completion of the other, the Absolute is not different from God
but is his completion. The relation between the two is positive,
but not negative.
There seems to be another line of thought running through
Professor Radhakrishnan's account of intuition and his criticism
of Ramanuja, which is aimed at positively relating the Absolute
to God and the world. But it is more or less an undercurrent and
the point is not openly discussed by him with this aim. He finds
fault with Ramanuja for regarding the relation between the
Brahman and the world as that of substance and attribute or
subject and predicate, and for holding curiously enough that the
relation between the two is non-difference and not inherence.6
1 An Idealist View of Life, p. 145.                                           a Ibid., p. 214.
s Ibid., p. 153.                              * Contemporary Indian Philosophy, p. 268.
5 An Idealist View of Life, p. 156.          6 Indian Philosophy, Vol. II, p. 713.
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